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* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attachment(s) 

1) ^ Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 

2) n Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 

3) (3 Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date 3/16/06.5/18/06 . 



4) n Interview Sunnmary (PTO-413) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

5) n Notice of Infornnal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

6) □ Other: . 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 

PTOL-326 (Rev. 7-05) 



Office Action Summary 



Part of Paper No./Mail Date 20060609 



Application/Control Number: 09/770,762 
Art Unit: 2152 



Page 2 



1. This action is responsive to the amendment and remarks filed on March 16, 2006. 

2. Claims 30-51 are presented for examination and claims 1-29 are canceled. 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. code not included in this office action can be 
found in a prior office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC 103 

4. Claims 30 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Morshed et al, U.S. Patent 6,760,903 (hereinafter Morshed) in view of Mathur et al, U.S. Patent 
6,704,807 (hereinafter Mathur). 

5. Mathur was cited in the last office action. 

6. As per claims 30 and 42, Morshed taught the invention substantially as claimed 
comprising: 

maintaining a connection, via a network (col. 32, lines 50-57), between a first proxy on a 
first server and a second proxy on a second server (col. 43, lines 23-36); 
while maintaining the connection: 

a plurality of first processes on the first server communicating with a 
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plurality of second processes on the second server via the 
connection (col. 43, lines 1-12) by: 

the plurality of first processes exchanging data with the 

first proxy (col. 37, lines 25-27); and 

said first proxy transmitting said data via said connection to said 
second proxy (col. 43, lines 8-12, 23-29), 



7. 



Morshed did not teach shared memory. Mathur taught each of the plurality of processes 



is assigned a unique region of the shared memory (col. 7, line 61 -col. 8, Une 14). 



8. 



It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 



invention was made to combine the teachings of Morshed and Mathur because Mathur' s method 



of assigning memory region to processes would increase the reliability of Morshed' s system by 



avoiding error due to applications accessing memory outside of their allocated slot (col. 8, Unes 



5-7). 



9. 



Claims 31-41 and 43-51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 



Morshed and Mathur in view of Lanteigne et al, U.S. Patent 6,557,056 (hereinafter Lanteigne). 



10. Lanteigne was cited in the last office action. 
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11. As per claims 3 1 and 43, Morshed and Mathur taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claims 30 and 42 above. Morshed and Mathur did not teach mark device to change 
the state to indicate the region is not writeable. Lanteigne taught comprising: 

a first process of the plurality of processes writing data to region of the shared memory 
that is assigned to the first process (col. 13, lines 5-3 1); and 

the first process causing the state of a process mark device to change to a first state to 
indicate that the region is not writeable by the first process, wherein the process mark device has 
the first state and a second state that indicates that the region is writeable by the first process 
(col. 16, hnes 7-36; col. 9, lines 37-42). 

12. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Morshed, Mathur and Lanteigne because 
Lanteigne's teaching of indicating the region would increase the alertness of Morshed' s and 
Mathur' s systems by providing notification to input/output application that data has been 
enqueued in a receive queue for the particular input/output application (col. 16, lines 7-10). 

13. As per claims 32 and 44, Morshed, Mathur and Lanteigne taught the invention 
substantially as claimed as in claims 3 1 and 42 above. Lanteigne further taught prior to the first 
process writing data to the shared memory, the first process determining whether the region of 
the shared memory is currently writeable by the first process (col. 13, lines 5-31). 
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14. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Morshed, Mathur and Lanteigne for the same 
reason in claim 3 1 above. 

15. As per claims 33 and 45, Morshed, Mathur and Lanteigne taught the invention 
substantially as claimed as in claims 32 and 44 above. Lanteigne further taught the first process 
determining whether the region of the shared memory is currently writeable comprises the first 
process checking the state of the process mark device (col. 13, lines 5-3 1). 

16. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Morshed, Mathur and Lanteigne for the same 
reason in claim 3 1 above. 

17. As per claims 34 and 46, Morshed, Mathur and Lanteigne taught the invention 
substantially as claimed as in claims 33 and 45 above. Lanteigne further taught the first process 
causing the state of a proxy mark device to change to a first state to indicate that the region is 
readable by the first proxy, wherein the proxy mark device has the first state and a second state 
that indicates that the region is not readable by the first proxy (col. 16, lines 7-36; col. 9, lines 
37-42). 
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18. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Morshed, Mathur and Lanteigne for the same 
reason in claim 3 1 above. 

19. As per claims 35 and 47, Morshed, Mathur and Lanteigne taught the invention 
substantially as claimed as in claims 34 and 46 above. Lanteigne further taught the fu-st process 
writing to the process mark device (col. 16, lines 7-36; col. 9, lines 37-42). 

20. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Morshed, Mathur and Lanteigne for the same 
reason in claim 3 1 above. 

21. As per claims 36 and 48, Morshed, Mathur and Lanteigne taught the invention 
substantially as claimed as in claims 34 and 46 above. Lanteigne further taught in response to 
the proxy mark device changing to the first state, the first proxy determining that there is data to 
be read from the region (col. 13, lines 5-31; col. 16, lines 7-36; col. 9, lines 37-42). 

22. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Morshed, Mathur and Lanteigne for the same 
reason in claim 3 1 above. 
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23. As per claims 37 and 49, Morshed, Mathur and Lanteigne taught the invention 
substantially as claimed as in claims 34 and 46 above. Lanteigne further taught comprising: 

the first proxy reading data from the region (col. 13, lines 5-3 1); and 

the first proxy causing the proxy mark device to change to the second state (col. 13, lines 

5-31). 

24. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Morshed, Mathur and Lanteigne for the same 
reason in claim 3 1 above. 

25. As per claims 38 and 50, Morshed, Mathur and Lanteigne taught the invention 
substantially as claimed as in claims 37 and 49 above. Lanteigne further taught the process mark 
device changing to the second state in response to the proxy mark device changing to the second 
state (fig. 10, col. 13, lines 5-31; col. 16, lines 7-36). 

26. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Morshed, Mathur and Lanteigne for the same 
reason in claim 3 1 above. 

27. As per claims 39 and 51, Morshed, Mathur and Lanteigne taught the invention 
substantially as claimed as in claims 30 and 42 above. Lanteigne further taught comprising: 
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a first process of the plurality of processes reading data fi'om a region of the shared 
memory that is assigned to the first process (col. 13, lines 5-31); and 

the first process causing the state of a process mark device to change to a first state to 
indicate that the region is not readable by the first process, wherein the process mark device has 
the first state and a second state that indicates that the region is readable by the first process (col. 
16,lines 7-36; col. 9, lines 37-42). 

28. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Morshed, Mathur and Lanteigne for the same 
reason in claim 3 1 above. 

29. As per claims 40 and 41, they fail to teach or defme above or beyond claims (already 
rejected claims 31-39). 

30. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1, 3-7 and 9-21 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

3 1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Kasichainula et al, U.S. Patent 6,941,561, discloses a method for a plurality of first 
processes communication with a plurality of second processes via proxies. 
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32. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). A 
shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS fi-om 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the 
mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the 
THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on 
the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory 
period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. Any inquiry 
concerning this communication or earher communications form the examiner should be directed 
to Philip Lee whose telephone number is (571) 272-3967. Any inquiry of a general nature or 
relating to the status of this application should be directed to the Group receptionist whose 
telephone number is (703) 305-9600. 



Philip Lee 




